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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -42 have been examined. 



Response to Arguments 



2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Applicant's argument that Kent does not teach or suggests that any of the files 
being transferred using FTP would be accessed to utilized their internal data is 
respectfully traversed. Kent teaches of accessing files (Page 264), the user is utilizing 
the internal data of the file, wherein Examiner is interpreting "internal data" as data that 
is contained within the file or data relating to, associated with, or characterizes the file 
such as the file name or file size, when they perform functions such as read the text file 
that they have accessed (page 265, Different flavors of FTP, 4 th paragraph). 

4. In regards to the argument regarding claim 27, Applicant asserts that neither 
Kent nor Griner teaches of a computer readable medium; However, claim 27, does not 
recite a "computer readable medium." In response to applicant's argument that the 
references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the 
features upon which applicant relies (i.e., computer readable medium) are not recited in 
the rejected claim(27). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 



Application/Control Number: 10/622,017 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2142 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 ,2, 4-9, 11-12, 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kent ( The Complete Idiot's Guide to the Internet) in view of 
Gross III et at (US 20020026446). 

6. In regards to claim 1, Kent teaches of : (a) accessing, by a second application 
program, a data communication file provided by a first application program (p. 267, 
lines 1-2); producing a user interface on the display using data internal to the data 
communication file (p. 267,fig . 1 9.1 );(c) receiving a user selection with respect to the 
user interface (p. 268, line 4); (d) identifying a media content file associated with the 
user selection (p. 268, line 4); (e) associating a media content file identitied by the user 
selection to the second application program (p. 268, lines 5-6). Kent does not explicitly 
teach of utilizing a database and the data communication file being derived from the 
database data. In an analogous art, Gross III teaches of utilizing database data and the 
data communication file being derived (obtained) from the database data (Paragraph 
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[0028, 0029]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time 
of invention to incorporate the above teachings because the inventions are analogous 
art (file sharing system). One of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of invention would 
have been motivated for the reasons discussed by Gross (Paragraph [0003,-005]). 

7. In regards to claims 2, 4-9, 11-12, the rejections were set forth in a previous 
office action mailed on 5/06/2005. 

8. In regards to claim 39, Kent does not explicitly teach of the limitations. Gross 
teaches of wherein the first application program and the second application program 
operate on the same computer (fig 1, item 160), wherein the application programs are 
item 165, 185. See claim 1 for motivation. 

9. Claims 10, 41 are rejected under 35 (7.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kent in view of in view of Gross III as applied above to claim 1, 
and further in view of Book (2003/0223566). 

10. In regards to claims 10, the rejections were set forth in a previous office action 
mailed on 5/06/2005. 

11. In regards to claim 41 , Gross teaches of wherein the data communication file is 
automatically produced by the first application program (Paragraph [0028, 0029]). See 
claim 1 for motivation. 



12. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
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unpatentable over Kent in view of in view of Gross III in view of Book as applied 
above to claim 41, and further in view of Carter. 

1 3. In regards to claim 42, none of the above references explicitly teach of the 
limitations. In an analogous art, Carter teaches of the first application program 
automatically updates the database data communication file when the database data 
utilized by the first application program changes (col 1 1 , lines 1 5-35). See claim 1 5 for 
motivation. 



14. Claims 3, 13-14, 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kent in view of in view of Gross III as applied above to claim 1, 
and further in view of Griner (6,614,729). 

15. In regards to claims 3, 13-14, the rejections were set forth in a previous office 
action mailed on 5/06/2005. 

16. In regards to claim 40, Griner teaches of the first application program is a media 
management application (col 6, lines 53-58). The motivation was set forth in a previous 
office action mailed on 5/06/2005. 



Application/Control Number: 10/622,017 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2142 

17. Claims 15, 17-19,21-22, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kent (The Complete Idiot's Guide to the Internet) in view of 
Carter et al (5987506). 

18. In regards to claim 15, Kent teaches of: computer program code for accessing, 
by a second application program, a data communication file provided by a first 
application program (p. 267, lines 1-2); computer program code for producing a user 
interface using data from the data communication file (p. 267, fig. 19.1); computer 
program code for receiving a user selection with respect to the user interface (p. 268, 
line 4) ; computer program code for identifying a media content file associated with the 
user selection (p. 268, line 4). And computer program code for associating a media 
content 5le identified by the user selection to the second application program (p. 268, 
lines 5-6). Kent does not explicitly teach of a data communication file that is 
automatically produced. In an analogous art, Carter teaches of automatically creating a 
data communication file (col 23, lines 15-20). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the arts to incorporate the above teachings because the inventions are 
analogous art (relates to remote accessing of data). One of ordinary skill in the arts at 
the time of invention would have been motivated because the above modifications 
would result in an improved fault tolerant network systems which is desirable as 
discussed by Carter (col 2, lines 40-65). 

19. In regards to claims 17-19,21-22, 26, the rejections were set forth in a previous 
office action mailed on 5/06/2005. 
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20. Claims 16, 23-25, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kent in view of in view of Carter as applied above to claim 15, 
and further in view of Carter et al (5987506). 

21 . In regards to claims 16, 23-25, the rejections were set forth in a previous office 
action mailed on 5/06/2005. 

22. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Kent in view of in view of Carter as applied above to claim 15, 
and further in view of Book (2003/0223566). 

23. In regard to claim 20, the rejections were set forth in a previous office action 
mailed on 5/06/2005. 

24. Claims 27-31, 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kent in view of Griner (6,614,729). 

25. In regards to claims 27-31 , 33-35 ,the rejections were set forth in a previous 
office action mailed on 5/06/2005. 
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26. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kent 
in view of Griner as applied to claim 27 above, and further in view of Book. 

27. In regards to claims 32 ,the rejections were set forth in a previous office action 
mailed on 5/06/2005. 

28. Claims 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kent in view of Griner as applied to claim 27 above, and further in view of 
Kronick (Netscape Navigator). 

29. In regards to claims 36 and 37 ,the rejections were set forth in a previous office 
action mailed on 5/06/2005. 

30. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kent 
in view of Griner as applied to claim 27 above, and further in view of Buswell 
(6,836,885). 

31 . In regards to claim 38, the rejections were set forth in a previous office action 
mailed on 5/06/2005. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cheryl M. Reid whose telephone number is 571 272 
3903. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon- Fri (7-3:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571)272-3868. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



BEATRIZ PRIETO 
PRIMARY EXAMINER* 




Application/Control Number: 10/622,017 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2142 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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